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Electl'ic Coopel'aﬁve, Inc. Oe of she Mivsbota Power Systevs
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The Honorable Reed Hundt ' Fengny
Chairman Cotmey

Federal Communications Commission 450K or e Olageyy,
1919 M Street N¥W

Washington, DC 20854

ST AT
Re: Cable Competition Repopt—~- *"-“-:":.'-{f'uuu‘;_
CS Docket No. 94-48 .. I "-’i\' TR g%
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Dear Chafirman Hundt: “_:: ’x.‘-.! FRALLOTE E:E‘
| "1
PKM Electric Cooperative f's q! smgll rural 4oporatlva located in
the very northwest cornor of Mlﬁ"?hsota. A membor/owncrs have
never had access to cab] '\iel dvi ._n imagine their
excitement, when In ?cooporlu ,,44 th ! National Rural

Telecommunications Coo r,hf';t' vu[a a e ﬂo provide direct
broadcast satellite (D] SM. iqo.f _

.r" K
That excitement hass bc";n”t Ld‘ iapt that we cannot
deliver some of t most»"gbpundl;:, eab o hetworks, like HBO,
Showtime and Nlckclodcn. Ve are C that the United

States Satellite Broadcast.- Company “(us, hes en. "Exclusive®
cantract with Time \Varncr/VTacom to provl? these programs,

i

Chalrman Hundt, 1 thp'ught;vth ﬁgblc A"qt of 1992 prohlbl'nd
exclusive progrmlng \rang vtells us that we have
no exclusive contracts‘?vnth .Oul, £EAg
folks have walted s énerittbn ' 2
Less than 2% of our member/owners h “the blg satellite dish; o
frankly, the cost of equipment and programming placed this
technology beyond the resch of most of our people. With DBS, we
have the opportunity to provide csble programming to most of our
member /owners.

Z

In our part of the country most folks cannot receive major
network television unless they have invested hundreds of dollars
in tower and off air antenna systems. DBS is what we have been
walting for. However, if our people want HBO or Nickeloden,
they have to buy it from a competitor who has no lnvestment or
Interest in our area.

Chalrman Hundt, we have no problems with competition, but how

s, I'm confused. Our Eg
five cable programming. >
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can you have competition when the one party has an exclusive
contrect with the programmers. | guess one could argue that we
have gone without cable programming for so long that we should
be happy with whatever we get, but I don't think that was the
intent of the Cable Act of 1992.

We are just plain folks up here. I confess to know little of
the political and legsl points raised by this issue. We believe
that NRTC understands this {ssue and has the interests of rural
America as its goal. We support the NRTC position.

Ys know, we vote in greater numbers than the big cities of our
country. We comply with the laws and pay our taxes with more
regularity than most parts of this great country. More of our
young folks graduate from high school and go to war (when
called) than other araas. I believe, we rank pretty goocd In
regular church attendance. Why, Iin this day and age can't we
deliver our psople the cable programming they want?

We would appreciate consideration of our concerns.
Thank you.

Si rely,

rles P. Rieaen
General Manager

CPR:dlc
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Post Office Box 979

Millen, GA 30442-0979

(912) 982-4722 - (912) 564-7163 - (404) 554-1811
PFAX (912) 9824798

25 July 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman ST e
Federal Communications Commission EESTE
1919 M Street, NW _ 199
Washingt o rop OHIGINAL JUL 2 ¢
gton, D.C. 20554 X L vl N& .
DOQKE T e ;
Dear Chairman Hundt: Loni e

This correspondence is to support the Comments of the National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative
(NRTC) in the matter of Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and
Competition Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery
of Video Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

The major purpose of the NRTC is 10 provide quality satellite television entertainment through DIRECTV
to our rural citizens who are largely not served by cable and have little choice other than satellite
programming . Like the majority of rural electric cooperatives, Planters EMC serves rural areas that are
sparsely populated with electric service to members who have little or no choice of other electric suppliers.
With this same scenario in mind. we ask that the Federal Communications Commission allow both NRTC
and Planters EMC 10 offcr complete access 10 our rural members with television programming at fair
rates, comparable to thosc paid by cable, in order to provide comparable service in rural areas.

As for the opponents to this request, their arguments, we feel, are not in tune with Congress’ intent, with
the law, or with the program access battle for the last scven years. In fact, we believed that Congress had
already resolved this problem two years ago with the Cablec Act of 1992.

As for the fairés®*in billing for the cablc and broadcast programming, discriminatory pricing has been
detrimental to DIRECTV and is hindering our ability to be competitive in pricing to our-rurdl members.
Is it fair that our organization be charged more for cable and broadcast programming than
comparatively-sized cable companies in our local area? Why should rural non-cabled Americans be
penalized with higher rates than cabled Americans? Furthermore, the lack of access to Time Warner
and Viacom programming is not fair and will hinder both DIRECTV and Planters EMC in competing in
our rural market. Furthermore. thesc exclusive arrangements are a way for cable programmers to form a
monopoly in controlling new competitors such as DIRECTV and NRTC and thus “rip off” rural
Americans. These exclusive contracts if allowed to remain will allow cable programmers to dictate the
terms and prices of television programnming.

We agree with NRTC's position that the FCC should act to enforce the law that Congress set forth with
the 1992 Cable Act. We now ask you, Chairman Hundt, to monitor this problem and stop these abusive
practices by thosc determined 10 sce that rural Americans arc not allowed to access cable programming in
their arcas -- please uphold what the Cable Act specifies and requires.

%W No. of Copk m’d‘%_

Ellis H. Lovelt, General Manager List ABCDE
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1-816-832-4126 (Highway 70, 3 miles West of Portola)
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July 18, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt DOC/(

Chairman é f/

Federal Commumnications Commission Q\\l

1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 814 9@0 y
20554

Washington, DC 3\\\’13 o O\h

RE: Cable Competition Report \J\P‘\\'
CS Docket No. 94-48 ?o()

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing this letter in support of the comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of Implementation of
Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of
1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the
Delivery of Video Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

As an affiliate of NRTC and distributor of the DirecTv™ direct broadcast satellite
(DBS) television service, my company is directly involved in bringing satellite
television to rural consumers.

Despite passage of the 1992 Cable Act, my company's ability to compete in our
local marketplace is being hampered by our lack of access to ptogrammmg
owned by Time Warner and Viacom.

This programming which includes some of the most popular cable networks like
HBO, Showtime, Cinemax, The Movie Channel, MTV, Nickelodeon and others,
is available only to my principal competitor, the United States Satellite
Broadcasting Co. (USSB), as a result of an "exclusive” contract signed between
USSB and Time Warner/ Viacom.

In Contrast, none of the programming distribution contracts signed by DirecTv~
are exclusive in nature, and USSB is free to obtain distribution rights for any of
the channels available on DirecTv.

Mr. Hundt, my organization agrees with the NRTC that these exclusive
programming contracts run counter to the intent of the 1992 Cable Act. I believe

LN& oAiBC O?E“ rec’d fgfg‘
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that the Act prohibits afiy arrangement that prevents any distributor from
gaining access to programming to serve non-cabled rural areas. Under the
present circumstance, if one of my DirecTv subscribers also wishes to receive
Time Warner/Viacom product, that subscriber must purchase a second
subscription to the USSB service. This is not effective competition, and
consequently the price of the Time Warner/Viacom channels are unnecessarily
high. This also increases the confusion at the retail level.

Not having access to the Time Warner/ Viacom services has also adversely
affected my ability to compete against other sources for television in my area.
Feather River Cable TV offers HBO and Showtime, keeping some people from
joining the DirecTv system because of these two channels.

We believe very strongly that the 1992 Cable Act flatly prohibits any exclusive
arrangements that prevent any distributor from gaining access to cable
programming to serve non-rural areas. That is why we supported the Tauzin
Amendment, embodied in Section 19 of the Act.

We ask the FCC to remedy these problems so that the effective competition
requirements of Section 19 become a reality in rural America. Istrongly urge
you to banish the type of exclusionary arrangements represented by the
USSB/Time Warner/Viacom deal.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

. «.. -
‘ v T

Paul Bony
Plumas-Sierra
Telecommunications
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The Honorable Reed Hundt sy T
r * \,
Chairman A~

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, RM. 814
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Cable Competition Report, CS Docket No. 94-48

Dear Chairman Hundt:

Poudre Valley Rural Electric Association supports the Comments filed by
the National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter
of Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992, annual Assessment of the Status
of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming, CS

Docket No. 94-48.

As a rural electric member of NRTC, Poudre Valley REA is directly
involved in the distribution of C-band satellite television programming

to many rural consumers in Colorado.

Currently, Poudre Valley REA is forced to pay higher rates for the
access to popular cable programming in comparison to comparably sized
cable companies in our area. We must pass those inflated costs on to
our consumers. Since we serve in rural areas, our consumers have no
access to cable programming and must bear those inflated costs for

satellite programming. -

While some programmers have lowered their prices since the 1992 Act, not
all programmers have. Poudre Valley REA asks that the FCC monitor the
problems mentioned above. Violations of the Act must require stiff

consequences.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

3

Sincerely,

Qat Plasi_

Pat Plank /
Member Services Representative No. of Copies rec’d

List ABCDE

cc: William F. Caton, Secretary FCC
The Honorable James H. Quello

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett

The Honorable Susan Ness
GREELEY @ 686-7431 LONGMONT e 776-1084 DENVER e 623-8606 1-800-432-1012
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Preston Telephone Company

Box 167
Preston, lowa 52069

July 28, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt FiER:E?
Chairman y . . — ’, Ibqst)
Feleral Communications Commission T :

1919 M Stree, NW, Rm.814 ng@m
washington, DC 20554 ' Ry

MG
RE: Cable Competition Report vy
CS Docket No. 94-48

Dear Chairman Hundt, i%VWNN

JCKEL FIE LOPY ORIGINAL
This is a letter of support D@Qéhltki ngéu of the National
Rural Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the 1992 Cable Act, Annual
Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for
the Delivery of Video Programming, CS Docket 94-48.

We are a rural company that has provided telephone service
to our customers since 1906. As a member of NRTC we are
attempting to distribute DIRECTV satellite television
service to our customers as well. We service only rural
customers, that is 100X of our business. As the players in
the television market, and telephone as wvell, get bigger,
‘ rural customers that are not even considered by the blig

guys, increasingly are either caught in the middle, or left
out completely, when policy and practice are appliod:

I believe that the Cable Act of 1992 intended to correct
that very basic inequity that rural America faces, but still
ve are restricted in our programming. This issue deals with
programming owned by Time Warner and Viacom. Thess are some
of the most popular channels (HBO, Shometime, Nickelodeon,
and others), but ve are refused accass because of an
exclusive contract signed betwveen USSB, our main competitor,
and Time Warner/Viacom. In contrast, none of the contracts
signed by DIRECTV are exclusive, vhich we believe was the
letter and intend of the 1992 Cable Act. Thus my rural
customers must purchase multiple packages from multiple
suppliers, at greater expense, tc receivs the same service.
Jt also adversely affects my company‘'s ability to provide
comparable programming at comparable prices.

No. of 'd
mmsmg@%‘
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We need the FCC to remedy these problems so that effective
competition becomes a reality in rural America. That is vhy
ve supported the Tauzin Amendment in Section 19 of the 1992
Cable Act, and strongly urge you to prohidbit all types of
exclusionary arrangements, such as those represented by the
USSB/Time Warner/vViacom deal.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely, -

CC.

Senator Charles Grassley
Senator Tom Harkin
Representative Jim Nussle
Cenmissioner James Quello
Commissioner Andrew C.. Barfrett
Copxissioner Susan Ness
Comnissioner Rachelle Chong
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July 29, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
hai
Federar AUG 0 11994

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, NW- Room 814
Washington b.C., 20554

RE: Cable Competition Report

CS Docket No. 94-48 ot - .
DOCKET HLE COPY ORIGINAL
Dear Chairman Hundt:

The purpose of this letter is to document support of the
comments of the National Rural Communications Cooperative
(NRTC) in the matter of implementation of Section 19 of the
Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of
1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the
market for delivery of Video Programming, CS Docket No. 94-

48.

PrimeWatch, Inc., is a subsidiary of a rural electric member
of NRTC and a distributor for DirecTv Tm direct broadcast
satellite (DBS) television service. We are involved in
bringing satellite television to rural consumers throughout
North Carolina. (PrimeWatch has no relationship to PrimeStar
who is named in related correspondence and the similarity is
totally coincidental.)

When the Cable Act of 1992 was passed, we felt that.the
*playing field had been leveled" and our access to-all
programming at a fair price was a reality. But today we are
still at a competitive disadvantage since we don’t have
reasonable access to programming owned by Time Warner and
Viacom. )

Under the new DBS technology, some of the most popular
programming such as HBO and Showtime distribution is
controlled by an exclusive deal between United States
Satellite Broadcasting (USSB) and Time Warner/Viacom. It was
our understanding that the new act prohibited such
exclusivity. In comparison, none of DirecTv’s arrangements
are exclusive and USSB has full access, if desired.

Our consumers are confused and rightfully so - they cannot
understand why they can’t buy everything they need from us.

No. of Copieg recs
ListA Bcosma‘o\
\

A Subsidiary of Halifax Electric Membership Corporation
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For example if they want CNN (from us) and HBO (froq them) ,
they have to buy two packages from two sources. Quite an
aggravation for the consumer!

As we have started to build our DBS business, we have had a
lot of consumers who refuse to buy (hardware or programming)
from us because we don’t have access to those products. This
is a complex business even when the playing field is level.
The confusion and inconvenience being forced on rural America

is totally unnecessary.

We believe very strongly that the 1992 cable Act absolutely
prohibits any exclusive arrangements that prevent any
distributor from gaining access to cable programming to serve
rural non-cabled areas. That is why we supported the Tauzin
Anendment, embodied in Section 19 of the Act.

We ask the FCC to remedy these problems so that the effective
competition requirements of Section 19 become a reality in
rural America. I strongly urge you to banish the type of
exclusionary arrangements represented by the USSB/Time

Warner/Viacom deal.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. -

i:zsprel ,

“AJL) Aol Smseemrem st
Richard w. Sanderson
Assistant General Manager

via facsimile & U.S. mail‘

cc:
The Honorable Representative Eva M. Clayton
The Honorable Senator Lauch Faircloth

The Honorable ‘Senator Jesse Helms

William R. Caton, Secretary

The Honorable James H. Quello

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett

The Honorable Susan Ness

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong

A subsidiary of Halifax Electric Membership Corporation

214 W. Whitfield Street
P.0.Box 730

Enfield, NC 27823-0730
(919) 445-4411
1-800-775-0068



Red Lake Electric |
Coopemﬁve Inc. One of the Minnkota Power Systems
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Red Lake Falls, MN 56750-0430 ”*-‘ .
July 18, 1994 JUL27'm
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The Honorable Reed Hundt
Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 814

Washington, DC 205514 DOCKETF&ECGPyOHKﬂNAL
Dear Chairman Hundt:

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (N.R.T.C.) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consunmer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992, , Annual Assessment of the
Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video
Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

Red Lake Electric Cooperative is a N.R.T.C. member affiliate and
will Dbe delivering television programming to our rural consumers
who are not served by cable. Since nearly all of our customers
live 1in a sparsely populated rural area, there is virtually no
cable television available to them. Their sole mBans of quality
television programming is via satellite systems. ’

We do not have distribution rights for Time Warner and Viacom
programming like HBO, Showtime, Cinemax, the Movie Channel, VH-1,
MTV, Nickelodeon, etc. because of the exclusive distribution
arrangements that have been made with United States Satellite
Broadcasting Company Inc. (USSB). This lack of access to Time
Warner and Viacom programming will no doubt be detrimental to our
business and will hinder Jdur ability to compete in our local area.
I am unsure why other distributors within our area, most notably
PrimeStar have access to HBO and Showtime while we do not. This
lack of access hurts our customers because under the current USSB
exclusive didtribution arrangement, customers interested in
receiving Time Warner and Viacom programming must subscribe to
separate competing packages. That means they must get two bills
each month and write out to checks. It would be much easier for
the customer to have one vendor for their satellite television
programming.

No.ofCopie rec__|
List ABCDE el




The Honorable Reed Hundt
July 18, 1994
Page 2

We firmly agree with N.R.T.C.'s position that the F.C.C. should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress, -as was put forth in the
1992 Cable Act. Please give us any help you can in eliminating
exclusionary arrangements represented by the USSB Time Warner-

Viacom contract.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Ronnie M. Kennedy
General Manager

cc William F. Caton, Secretary, F.C.C.
The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Susan Ness
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The Honorable Reed Hundt WY
Chairman uc2 9 ’99‘
Federal Communications Commission FEDERN) ’
1919 M Stroet, NW, Rm. 814 P ATIONS oMM
Washington, DC 20554 Y
RE Cable Competition Report r o

CS Docket No. 94-48 DOCKET €1k ey ORIGINAI

Dear Chairman Hundt

This letter is In regards to and in support of the National Rural Telecommunications
Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of Implementation of Section 18 of the Cable
Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of
the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming, CS
Docket No. 94~48.

Rockland Telephone, a rural telephone provider, being a member of NRTC and
distributor of DIRECTV TM direct broadcast satellite (DBS) television service, is
directly involved in bringing satellite television to rural consumers in southeastern
Idaho.

Even with the passing of the 1992 cable act, my companies ability to compaete in our
local merket is being hampered by the lack of access to programming-owned by Time
Warner and Viacom. DR

Popular programming like HBO, Cinemax, and Nickelodeon are not available to me
through DIRECTV because of "exclusive®™ contracts between Time Warner/ Viacom
and United States Satellite Broadcasting Co. (USSB).

In comparison to this DIRECTV has entered into no exclusive contracts with any of
its programming providers. This makes it 50 USSB can obtain rights to distribute
a:y programming DIRECTV is providing. This gives USSB an unfair market
advantage.

Not having Time Warner and Viacom programming can and will effect my ability to
compete on a local level. Our competitors in The C-band industry and Primestar
industry all have availability to Time Warner and Viacom, giving them an unfair
advantage over us. We have had people we market to complain both of not being able
to get all the programming such as HBO and Showtime through us and on the issue
of having to subscribe to more than one provider of programming, consequently
receiving two bills.

4

No. of Coples roc'd_(_:?_l‘%‘
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I believe that the programming contracts run counter to the intent of the 1992 Cable
Act. I stand with NRTC on the bellef that the Act prohibits andy arrangement that
prevents any distributor from gaining access to programming to serve non-cabled
rural areas. This is why we support the Tauzin Amendment, embodied in section 19

of the Act.
We ask the FCC to remedy these problems go that effective competition requirements
of Section 19 become reality in rural America. This would require the banishment of

arrangements like the USSB/Time Warner/ Viacom deals.
Thank you for your consideration {n this matter.

Sincerely ,

Leopard May

I Jocnud ey

William F. Caton, Secretary
The Hon. James H. Quello
The Hon. Andrew C. Barrett
The Hon. Susan Ness

The Hon. Rachelle B. Chong

az



The Honorable Reed Hundt ; \ 9 S
Chairman W
Federal Communications Commission , PR )

1919 M Street NW Room 814 ":..'

Washington DC 20554

ooc, Vit s ’HE‘:\’ H‘\%c Competition Report
o CS Docket No. 94-48
Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing this letter in support of the comments of the National Rural Telecommunications
Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television
Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Statues of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

Roseau Electric is a small electric cooperative located in northern Minnesota. We serve
approximately 5200 members in which 90% have no access to cable television. In an effort to bring
quality television service to our members we invested $140,000 in DirecTV(TM) Direct Broadcast
Satellite (DBS) television service. We are committed to bring a quality television service to rural
America in which the city people have had access for years.

However, despite passage of the 1992 Cable Act, we find we do not have access to all the
programming. This programming includes some of the most popular cable networks like HBO,
Showtime, Cinemax, the Movie Channel, MTV, Nickelodeon and others is available only to my
principal competitor, The United States Satellite Broadcasting Co. (USSB), as a result of an
"exclusive" contract signed between USSB and Time Warner/Viacom.

In contrast, none of the programming distribution contracts signed by DirecTV (TM) are
exclusive in nature, and USSB is free to obtain distribution rights for any of the channels available
on DirecTV.

Roseau agrees with NRTC that these exclusive programming contracts run counter to the
intent of the 1992 Cable Act. We believe the Act prohibits any arrangements that prevents
distributor from gaining access to programming to serve non-cabled rural areas. Under the present
circumstance if one of my DirecTV subscribers wishes to receive a Time Warner/Viacom product,
that subscriber must purchase a second subscription to the USSB Service. This hinders effective
competition, and as a consequence keeps the price of the Time Warner/Viacom chagpels
unnecessarily high. It also increases consumer confusion at the retail ICW(I:Z of rec’d )

List ABCDE

Owned by those we serve



Page 2

We have just started to install DSS dishes in our service area and already have had problems
with members not understanding why they cannot purchase the premium movie channels from us.
When we tell them we are not allowed to sell the programming and would have to purchase USSB
they are completely puzzled. One member after checking USSB prices wanted to know why the
price was so high when HBO is only $7.45 per month or less in the C Band Market.

We believe very strongly the 1992 Cable Act flatly prohibits any exclusive arrangements that

prevent any distributor from gaining access to cable programming to serve rural non-cabled areas.
That is why we supported the Tauzin Amendment, embodied in Section 19 of the Act.

We ask the FCC to remedy these problems so that the effective competition requirements of
Section 19 become a reality in rural America. [ strongly urge you to banish the type of exclusionary
arrangements represented by the USSB/Time Warner/ Viacom deal.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

R. E. Spicer
Assistant Manager

RES:dl
cc: Secretary Wm. F. Caton, FCC
Hon. James H. Quello
Hon. Rachelle B. Chong
Hon. Andrew C. Barrett St
Hon. Susan Ness T
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July 18, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt | RECE v

Chairmsan
Federal Communications Commission ]
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 814 'le‘ 2 1994

Washington, DC 203554
\\, 6 \\\\N FEDERM ’XW"

Dear Chairman Hundt: -u\a'ﬂ
DOCKE} T -

1 am writing this letter to support the Comments of the National
Rural Telecommunications Caooperative (NRTC) in the wsatter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Coampetition Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the
Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video
Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

Santee Satellite Systems, Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Santee Electric Cooperative, Inc. and a member investor in the
DIRECTV project delivering television programmning to the
thousands of rural consumers who are not served by cable. Santee
Electric Cooperative formed Santee Satellite Systems to bring
cable television programming to these people just as the electric
cooperative brought electricity to these people some 55 years
ago.

To be competitive in our 1local marketplace, Santee Satellite
Systems needs complete access to all programming &t fair rates,
comparable to those paid by our cospetition. It was our
understanding that this problem had been solved by Congress two
years ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act.

Santee Satellite Systems does not currently have DBS distribution
rights for Time Warner and Viacos programming, like HBD,
Showtime, Cinemax, The Movie Channel, VH-1, MTV and Nickelodeon
because of the "exclusive"” ' distribution arrangements they have
made with United States Satellite Broadcasting Co. Inc. (USSB).
Because of the name recognition that these above mentioned
services carry, it 1is and has been very detrimental to our
business and ‘hindered our ability to compete in our local
marketplace. Santee Satellite Systems bhas made a very large
investment in the DBS project and our desire to provide
competitive services at competitive prices is even larger. It
seems very unfair to us that services like FrimeStar, wireless,
and cable have access to HBO and Showtime and we do not.

None of the programsming contracts signed with DIRECTV are
exclusive and USSB could offer the same services if it wished to
do so. Why then should DIRECTV consumers have to subscribe to
two separate, competing packages? 75
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Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Sxrest. NW, #m. 3
Washingten, DC 20854
Dear Chalrman Muadi: _

This letter is in suppert of the Camments of the Natious! Reral Telecommunicetions Cosperative
(NRTC) ja the matier of implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Televinion Contmmer Prataction and
Competition Act of 1992, Anuwst Asyssument of the Stutws of Campatition ta the Maritet for the Dellvery
Video Programming, CS Deosket No. $4.48

Our company s a cable television compuny sorving smell (0wss In southonst Mbovuri. We b
purchased through the NRTC the rights to distribute DBS servies in four coumties in southenst Missouri
Many of our petentia) customers will have few choilcss for receiving television service as they are outside
cabled aress.

!Ff;&‘gg;l!";ti‘ to sliew different
providers of (elevision service v huve complete ucomn to ull programming st falr prics. The access
provisiens of the 1992 Cable Ast have werked well to this point, with ons netabls exesption. USEB hes
l‘l;lgii; Time ll-.-l_ Viacom for programmiag to the
exclusion of the NRTC and DirecTV.

With the v ii‘iligigi
will hinder eur ability to compete for DBS customers. We balleve the FCC should act to enforce the gosls
of Congvess as put forth fu the Cable Act and dony any enclusive contract that dossn’t allow any dsiribution
gystem access to cable programming o rursl aress. We helieve this is what the Cable Act specifically
wneduied.

We Delieve the bast way 10 enforce the Cadle Act weuld be to prohibit suy exciusive contracts aod
specify that monetary demages be awarded for program access viokations.

Sincerely,

7
Tyrone Gorreit
Precident
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ADG= 21994
The Honorable Reed Hundt

Chairman : FEDERAL COMMUNCATIONS COMNis Sicw
Federal Communications Commission OFFICE OF SECRETARY

1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 814
Washington, DC 20554

July 25, 1994

RE: Cable Competition Report [J(JKET & & ooy filn
CS Docket No. 94-48 JOKE L LORY CHIGINAL

Dear Chairman Hundt: BV 1ameepe
ey, . -

I am writing this letter in support of the Comments filed by thé"
National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter
of Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the
Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video
Programming, CS Docket NO. 94-48.

As a rural electric member of NRTC, Shelby Electric Cooperative is
directly involved in the distribution of C-band satellite
television programming to 8,500 rural consumers in central

Illinois.

Currently, Shelby Electric Cooperative is forged to pay
significantly more for access to popular cable and  broadcast
programming than comparably sized cable companies in our area. The
fact that we are forced to pay inflated rates for program access
means we must in turn charge consumers more for our service, a fact
which has already had a detrimental effect on our ability to
compete in our local marketplace.

In addition, many of the consumers we serve live in remote areas
not served by cable and off-air television. Since these consumers
have no other choice for multichannel television programming other
than satellite, they are forced to pay higher rates for access to
television than their counterparts with access to cable.

It was my impression that, in the 1992 Cable Act, Congress had
mandated that all distributors (cable, satellite and otherwise)
should be granted equal access to cable and broadcast programming
services at non-discriminatory rates. If this is the case, why are
we still paying more for many programming services than comparable
sized cable companies? (:)

d
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Shelby Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Page Two July 25, 1994

While it is true that some programmers have lowered their rates
since the implementation of the 1992 Cable Act, we must have fair
and equal access to all programming at rates comparable to those
paid by cable or we will be unable to offer satellite television
at prices acceptable to rural consumers.

In that regard, Shelby Electric joins NRTC in calling on the FCC
to monitor and combat the problems that I have mentioned above and
to ensure that the intentions of Congress are being upheld with
regard to the 1992 Cable Act.

Specifically, I feel that the FCC must prohibit abuses of the
program access provisions of the 1992 Cable Act by rule and make

it clear that damages will be awarded for program access
violations.

I thank you for your attention on this matter.
sincerely

SO

Ja . Coleman
General Manager

JEC/cyc
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Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing you this letter in support of the Comments of the
National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter
of Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the
Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video
Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

Signal TV of Lake County is a member of NRTC and we are a
distributor of the DIRECTV direct broadcast satellite (DBS)
television service bringing television programming to our rural
consumers who are not being served by cable. The rural areas of
Lake County are not being offered cabled services and their only
option to this point has been satellite TV and/or the three local
networks. Making a success of the financial and service-oriented
commitment we have made to our community will be based on our
ability to compete.

Signal TV is the first reasonably-priced satellite system to
be offered in our area and we are being hindered by DIRECTV's lack
of access to programming owned by Time Warner and Viacam. ' Many of
our potential customers request HBO, Cinemax, Nickelodeon, MTV and
other programming that is available only through our priancipal
competitor, the United States Satellite Broadcasting Co. (USSB),
who signed an exclusive contract with Time Warner/Viacom. We are
vnable to offer this programming and this seems to me to be in
direct conflict with the intent of the 1992 Cable Act.

Why has Time Warner/Viacom made its programming available to
other distributors but will not make it available to DIRECTV? Why
have some larger programmers continued to ignore the 1992 Cable Act
and the FCC’'s Program Access requirements by charging us up to
three times more than comparably-sized <cable companies for
identical programihg?

I believe the 1992 Cable Act prohibits any arrangement that
prevents any distributor from reasonable access to programming to
serve non-cabled rural areas. It is interesting to note that

Na. of Copies rec'd%
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DIRECTV, who offers reasonably-priced service to a brand new market
area, signed no contacts which are exclusive and yet our major
competitor is permitted to do so.

It is important to allow for competition in the service of
satellite TV to customers in our rural areas. We ask the FCC to
remedy these problems 8o that the effective competition
requirements of Section 19 become a reality in rural America. I
strongly urge you to banish the type of exclusionary arrangements
represented by the USSB/Time Warner/Viacom deal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Wﬂ&m

Judith G. Preston
Vice President &
Operators Manager

JGP:ret

cc: The Hon. Senator Max Baucus
The Hon. Senator Conrad Burns
The Hon. Representative Pat Williams
liam F. Caton, Secretary
The Hon. James H. Quello
The Hon. Andrew C. Barrett
The Hon. Susan Ness
The Hon. Rachelle B. Chong



EX PARTE OR LATE FILED
DOCKET FILE Copy ORIGINAL

American Wireless dba Sky-View Technologies, Inc.
P.O. Box 2500
St. George, Utah 84771
(801)674-0320

July 28, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt ;;fgﬁfjg}:[}
Chairman CoTeed
Federal Communications Commission -
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 814 RUE~ 2 1994
Washington, DC 20554 . FEDERY
wmﬁl‘lwu #
OF SECRETARY

RE: Cable Competition Report

Cs Docket No. 94-48
DOCKET FiLk COPY ORIGINAL

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing this letter in support of the Comments of the
National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the
matter of Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television
Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Annual
Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the
Delivery of Video Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

American Wireless Inc. Dba Sky-View Technologies is an affiliate
of NRTC and distributor of the DIRECTV direct broadcast satellite
(NBS) television service, my company 1is directly involved in
bringing satellite television to rural consumers.

Sky-View also is a Wireless cable operator in Southern Utah, due
to the terrain. the digital satellite project has gone hand in
hand with what we are providing to the area.

Please find enclosed a copy of a contract sent to-us by HBO also
find an enclosed contract given to a wired cable system. The
name of the wired cable system has been blacked out ‘due to the
fact the system wished to be kept anonymous. As you may note the
highlighted areas of the contract to us show a direct
discrimination against the wireless industry. 1In conversation
with other systems this is standard procedure for HBO. I am
aware of operators who swn both wired and wireless systems in
different areas who also have had to use these different
caontracts. The wireless contract which requires a large letter
of credit and has other stipulations, while wired systems have no
such requirements. Programming such as Showtime, The Movie
Channel, Nickelodeon and MTV have been good to work with on the
wireless System. It has only been HBO and Cinemax who have asked
for extreme contracts.

No. of Copie. , o
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In regards to the Digital Satellite Systems we support the NRTC
in it's efforts.

Despite passage of the 1992 Cable Act, Sky-View's ability to
compete in our local marketplace is being hampered by our lack of
accese to programming owned by Time Warpner and Viacom on the

Digital Satellite System.

This programming, which includes some of the most popular cable
networks like HBO, Cinemayx, Showtime, MTV, Nickelodeon, and
others is available only to my prineipal competitor, the United
States Satellite Broadcasting Co. (USSB). as a result of an
“"exclusive" contract signed between USSB and Time Warner/Viacom.

Tn contrast, none of the programming distribution contracts
signed by DIRECTV are exclusive in nature, and USSB is free to
cbtain distribution rights for any of the channels available on

DIRECTV .

Mr. Hundt., my organization agrees with the NRTC that these
evclusive programming contracts run counter to the intent of the
1992 rable Act. 1T bhelieve that the Act prohibits any arrangement
that prevents any distributor from gaining access to programming
t~ serve non-cables rural areas. Under the present circumstance,
if one of my DIRECTV subscribers also wishes to receive Time
Warner/Viacom product, that subscriber must purchase a second
subscription to the USSB service. This hinders effective
crompetition, and as a consequence keeps the price of the Time
Warner/Viacom channels unnecessarily high. It alsec increases
consuaer confusion at retail level.

Nat having access to the Time Warner/Viacom services has also
adyercelv affected my ability to compete against other sources
for television ir my area. *% w7

We believe very strongly that the 1992 Cable Act flatly prohibits
any exclusive arrangements that prevent any distributor from
oaiiinm access tn cable programming to serve rural non-cabled
areasg That is why we supported the Tauzin Amendment. embodied
ip Sertiorn 19 of the Act.



We ack the FOCC to remedy these problems so that the effective
competition requirements of Section 19 become a reality ir rura!l
Amerira. 1 strongly urge vou tc banish the type of exclusionary
arrangements represented by the USSB/Time Warner/Viacom deal.

We 2lsc ask that the FCC look into the situations that Wireless
~able systems have in dealing with HBO and Cinemax contracts. It
was not until HBO received a previous letter addressed +to *ve FCC
that they weculd respond to our request for us te even look at a
“ontyact

Thank vn-y for ynur consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

C -

Jagjes T. Hoskiuns
Mg Sky-View Technologies




